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値 7項巨を変数として， (1)と同様に PCAをおこな
った結果，第 1，2主成分の寄与率は 50.5，20.8 (累
積 71.2)%であった.図 1bに示すPC1は痛みの大






主成分の寄与率は， 48.8， 30.2 (累積 79.1)0/0であ










































PC 1 PC 2 PC 3 PC 1 PC 2 PCl PC2 
身体部位 PC2 .000 557** 599** 
PC 3 000 000 215 .236 
身体感覚 PC 1 368* .215* '.160 928** 
PC2 .227* .022 .313** .000 587** 
毘知的解鏑 PCl1.446料 287料.277料剛791**485** 
PC2 1.132 .047 .193 .321** 493** .000 
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演技者 初心者(経験 1年以下)，中間(経験 1

































































確信度の結果F i gure 2. 
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楠見， 1986; Lakoff， 1987)に比べると，痛みの慣用表現の研究は不足している。
これまでに行われてきた痛みと言語に関する研究の多くは，痛みの問診票の作成を目的として
いる(たとえば， Satow， Nakatani， & Tani伊 chi，1988; Satow， Nakatani， 'D出札伊lchi，& 
















































(b)痛みの身体感覚的特徴:Satow et al. (1988， 1990)の痛み問診票に準じ，痛み表現の持
続時間(1.短い-5.長しす，時間間隔(1.長い(断続的)-5.短い(連続的)) ，場所の変化(1.静
止している-5.移動する)，深さ(1.浅い-5.深し¥)，面積(1.狭い-5.広しす，体積(1.小さい-





件法(1.全くない， 2.何回か， 3.ときどき， 4.しばしば， 5.とても頻繁に)で評定させた。
参加者の負担を軽減するため， 98個の痛み表現を4つのサブセットに分割し，異なる参加者に









みの平均頻度の指標とした 40 98個の表現の平均を求めたところ， 2.13 (SD 0.24)であり，
体的に痛みの経験はそれほど高くはない。もっとも頻度の高い痛みは，“がんがんする痛み"であ




41の擬態語の平均頻度評定値は2.23 (SD 0.24)， 57の比喰表現の平均は2.05 (SD 0.22) 





しみるような (74%)，目:ちかちかする (91%)，耳:きーんとする (26%)，のど:はれたよう
な (43%)，肩:凝ったような (65%)，背中:突っ張るような (21%)，胸:締めつけられるよう
な(58%)，腹:破裂するような (44%)，胃:きりきりする (63%)，腸:ねじこまれるような (25%)， 
腰:凝ったような (27%入手・腕:しびれたような (62%)，足・脚:しびれたような (76%)， 
関節:きしむような (61%)，皮膚(身体の表面):ひりひりする (70%)口
“その他"は，全表現を通じて，選択者の比率は低く，平均して2.4%で、あったo 10%を越える参








































































すい傾向があるD また，クラスタ Fは胸部，腹部，のど， Gは頭部と肩・腰にというように複数
の部位に対し使用される表現もある。
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Ando & Koyasu (Submitted) Differences between acting as if one is experiencing pain 
and acting as if one is pretending to have pain among actors at three expertise levels. 
Differences between acting as if one is experiencing pain and 
acting as if one is pretending to have pain among actors at 




(Kyoto U niversity) 
Abstract 
The purpose ofthis study was to examine how acting skills develop by comparing 
acting quality between novice， intermediate， and junior expert actors. Actors at each 
expeliise level played 4 scenes;“not having any pain，"“suffering pain，"“pretending to 
fee 1 pain，" and “pretending not to feel pain." Their performances were videotaped， and 
then rated by 46 university students (Study 1) and another 40 university students (Study 
2)， respectively. Study 1 revealed that， contrary to our hypothesesラtheless experience 
actors have， the easier it was for the participants to identify the specific scene they were 
playing. Study 2 was performed to help explain these findings， and indicated it may have 
been related to the overall quality of acting in the expert relative to the novice actors. 
Specifically， we found that junior expert actors were viewed as more realistic in their 
acting and better in the廿performancesthan those ofthe other less experienced groups. 
The subtleties involved in high quality acting may make the actors' intentions less clear 
to the audience. On the other handラlessexperienced actors might be so conscious about 
the audience that their performances are exaggerated. The findings suggest that in order 
to become an expeli actor，抗 isimportant to act in accordance with what is needed in the 
scene， taking not only the audience but also the settings as a who le into account. 
Key words: expeliise， actor， pain， pretenseラfacialexpression 
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Pain is a subjective sensation that can be difficult to communicate to others. 
However， accurate communication about pain is necessary in order to obtain appropriate 
help from others such as doctors. Although a number of rating scales and questionnaires 
have been developed that patients can use to describe their pain (e.g.， Melzack， 1975; 
BieriラReeve，Champion， Addicoat，& Ziegler， 1990)， there remains the possibility that 
patients might over-or under皿reporttheir pain; they can tel doctors that they are 
suffering企ompain even when they are not， orconversely， may deny experiencing pain 
even when they are suffering a great deal. 
Because it is possible to exaggerate about or understate pain， we use not only 
verbal information but also nOIトverbalinformation when judging the pain of others. 
Some previous studies have shown that non-verbal behaviors， especially facial 
expressions， can show pain more accurately than words do (e.g. Craig， 1992; Jacox， 
1980; Poole & Craig， 1992). Poole & Craig (1992)， for example， found that people 
estimate others' pain as being less intensive when watching facial expressions of 
pretending to have pain than when watching facial expressions that truly indicate pain. 
Effectively pretending to su旺erfrom pain is not necessarily easy， and others might be 
able to discover our pretense ifthey can read our facial expressions， especially ifthey are 
experienced health care providers (e.g.， nursesラseeJacox， 1980). 
Given the complexities involved in pain communication in the clinical setting， one 
might expect that a high level of acting skill would be needed to comlTIunicate pain by 
actors. Professional acting is different from the acting people do in daily life. Two kinds 
of observe引rs，the audience and the c∞O闇-acはtorson stage， are present for actors' acting， while 
the observers of acting in daily life are only the communication partners. Actors never 
give a glance at the audience most ofthe time and behave as ifthere doesn't exist 
audience， however， their performances are always witnessed by audience， and in fact， 
they are very sensitive to the attention of audience (Brockbank， 1985). Because ofthis 
difference， actors are sometimes required to act as a person who is acting. In some acting 
situations， the character played by an actor might not be satisfied with what a co聞actoris 
doing， but may need to pretend that he or she is. In such a scene， the actor has to act as a 
pe 
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In this study， we use two types of scenes， more simple scenes that have a single 
message for the actor to communicate， and more complex scenes that ask the actor to 
communicate double messages. The purpose ofthis study is to examine the process of 
acting skill development by comparing actors at different experience levels in their 
ability to present more straightforward (with a single message) versus more complex 
(with double messages) experiences around the issue ofpain. Specifically.ラ intwo 
studies， we sought to compare three groups of actors (novice actors with less than one 
year 's acting experience， intermediate actors with one to five years' experience， and 
junior expert actors with more than five years of experience) with respect to their ability 
to communicate direct experience (pain versus no pain) and more complex experience 
(pain versus no pain， but pretending otherwise). 
In terms of classiちringthe subject actors， we followed a previous study that 
investigated the expertise of actors (Ando， 2002). It has been revealed in various fields 
that learners need strict training for at least ten years to be experts (e.g.， Ericsson， 1996)， 
and Noice & Noice (1997) have suggested that this rule is adopted for actors. For this 
reason， we call a group of actors who have more than five years' experienceぺ)Unl0r
experts" not “experts." 
Videotaping Actors' Performances 
Actors 
We videotaped 36 Japanese actors' performances. They were divided into 3 groups 
in accordance with length of their acting experience; 12 novice actors with less than one 
year's experience， 12 intermediate actors with one to five years' experience， and 12 
junior expert actors with more than five years' experience. In each group， half ofthe 
actors were maleラandthe other half were female. Mean age， mean period of acting 
experience， mean times of acting， and mean times of directing of each groups are shown 
in Table. 1. 
Table 1. Details about Actors 
Group Mean Mean period of acting 
age expenence 
Novice 19.0 6 months 
Intermediate 21.8 2 years and 1 months 
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Scenario 
In this study， we use two types of scenes， scenes that have a single message， and 
more complex scenes that have double messages. Each actor played al four scenes. In 
the al scenes， the main character that actors played are asked whether he / she has a 
stomachache or not by his / her sister. In Scene 1 (the "not having any pain" scene)， he / 
she answers “1 don't have any pain" because he / she actually does not feel any pain; in 
Scene 2 (the “suffering pain" scene)， he / she answers “1 have some pain" because he / 
she can actually feel pain; in Scene 3 (the “pretending to feel pain" scene)， he / she 
answers “1 have some pain" even though he / she is not experiencing any pain; in Scene 4 
(the “pretending not to feel pain" scene)， he / she answers “1 don 'thave any pain" even 
though he / she does. Scene 1 and Scene 2 have a single message， and Scene 3 and Scene 
4 have double messages. The specific text for these scenes (translated企omJapanese) 
were as follows. 
The character you're going to play had a bad stomachache yesterday. It's a holiday today， and the 
character and his / her sister have planned to go to the movies today. When he / she gets up in the 
morning今thesister ask him / her "Do you stil have a stomachache?" Scene 1: The character does not 
have a stomachache now， so please say“1 don 'thave any pain" as the character. When you actラplease
keep in mind that you have to convey audience that you really do not have a stomachache. Scene 2: 
The character stil has a stomachache now:ラ soplease say“1 have some pain" as the character. When 
you act， please keep in mind that you have to convey audience that you really have a stomachache. 
Scene 3: The character does not have a stomachache now， but he / she is unwilling to go to the movies、
so please say “1 have some pain" as the character. When you act匂pleasekeep in mind that you have to 
convey audience that you are pretending to have a stomachache even though you do not have a 
stomachache in fact. Scene 4: The character stil has a stomachache now:ラbuthe / she does not want to 
depress the sister， so please say“1 don't have any pain" as the character. When you act今pleasekeep in 
mind that you have to convey audience that you are pretending not to have a pain even though you do 
have a stomachache. 
Procedure 
Actors participated individually. At first， they read the scenario of one ofthe four 
scenes， and were given explanation about the scene. They then practiced the scene for 1 
minute. After the practiceラtheyacted in front of a video camera， and their performances 
were videotaped. The experimenter， the first author， said the line ofthe sister (“Do you 
stil have a stomachache?")， and the actors acted as ifthe sister was standing at the place 
of the video CaInera. They were instructed to act while sitting stilラwithoutusing their 
arms or hands， and their heads and chests were videotaped. After the performances， they 
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were asked to talk about their acting strategies. 
We repeated these procedures ([1] 1 minute's practice， [2] performance， and [3] 
talk about acting strategies) three times for each scene. After three versions ofthe each 
scene were videotaped， actors watched the performances on a monitor， and chose the 
single performance that they thought was best. We used only these best performances in 
Study 1 and Study 2. We repeated this procedure for each ofthe four scenes， and the 
order ofthe scenes was counter田balancedamong actors. 
Study 1 
We conducted Study 1 to verify two hypotheses about the expertise of actors 
playing scenes that have a single message or double messages. The命sthypothesis is 
about the differences among the three groups of actors. Ando & Koyasu (2004) compared 
facial expressions of actors with those of non-actors and found that actors could convey 
their intentions to the audience more strongly than norトactors.Based on these findings， 
we predicted that acting experience would be associated with ability to convey intention 
to the audience. That is， the audience would more easily identify the specific scenes 
when watching performances by the junior expert actors compared to the less 
experienced actors， and scene identification would be easier when the scenes were 
performed by intermediate actors compared to novice actors. The second hypothesis 
concerned the differences anlong the four scenes. We predicted that scenes that have 
double messages (Scenes 3 and 4) would be more difficult to perform well than scenes 
that have a single message (Scenes 1 and 2). Therefore， audience could easily understand 
the actors' intention when watching scenes with a single message but find it more 
di伍cultto understand scenes containing double messages. 
λlethod 
Participants. Forty田sixundergraduate and graduate students of a university in 
Japan participated in this study. Twenty were male and twenty四sixwere female. Their 
mean age was 21.4 years old. 
Matel匂 l.We used 144 videotaped performances， which were judged by the 36 
actors to be their “best" performances ofthe four scenes. The videotaped performances 
were edited so as to start at the moment when the experimenter finished saying the 
sister 's line，“Do you stil have a stomachache?" and end at the moment 1 second after 
the actor finished saying the character 's lineラ“1have some pain" or“1 don 'thave any 
24 
Ando & Koyasu (Submitted) Differences between acting as if one is experiencing pain 
and acting as if one Is pretending to have pain among actors at three expertise levels. 
pain." 
The performances of Scenes 1 and 4 (in both scenesラactorssaid，“1 don't have any 
pain") were mixed， and those of Scenes 2 and 3 (in both scenes， actors said，“1 have some 
pain") were mixed. Therefore， the 72 scenes in which actors said，“1 don't have any pain" 
and the 72 scenes in which actors said “1 have some pain" were presented separately to 
the participants. 
Procedure. The experiment was conducted in small groups fi'om two to fi丘een
participants. They watched the performances projected on a 100-inch screen， and 
responded to four questions about each performance. When they watched a performance 
in which an actor said，“1 don't have any pain" (Scenes 1 or 4)， they were asked to 
indicate whether the actor really did not have any pain (Scene 1) or the actor was 
pretending not to have pain (Scene 4). Likewise， when participants watched a 
performance in which an actor said，“1 have some pain" (Scenes 2 or 3)， they indicated 
whether the actor really did have some pain (Scene 2) or the actor was just pretending 
(Scene 3). Participants then evaluated: 1) how confident they were in their choices; 2) 
how real the actor's performance was; and 3) how severe the pain the actor was 
communicating. The later three items were evaluated according to a seven皿point scale. 
About a half ofthe participants watched Scenes 1 and 4 first， and the other half 
watched Scenes 2 and 3 frst. The order ofthe perfonnances was counter田balanced.
Results 
Scene identification. Participants were requested to identify the four scenes for 
every performance of every actor. The average number of correct answers was calculated 
for each scene and each group of actors， and is shown in Figure 1. 
An analysis ofvariance was used with one between帽subjectsfactor， actors' groups 
(novice， intermediate， and junior expert)， and one within四subjectsfactor， scenes (Scene 1， 
2， 3ラand4). The main effect of actors' groups was significant， F (2ラ90)= 25.76， pく .01.
Ryan's post四hoctest suggested that the number of correct scene identification answers for 
novice actors was larger than that for intermediate actors， and that for intermediate actors 
was larger than that for junior expert actors (pく .05).The main effect of scenes was also 
significant， F (3， 135) =二28.25，pく .01.The results of Ryan's post四hoctest (pく .05)
indicated that， overall， the nUlnber of correct answers for Scene 4 was larger than those 
for the other three scenes. 
There was also a significant interaction between two factors， F (6， 270) = 12.88， p 
く .01，with further analysis showing significant simple main effects of actors' groups on 
25 
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• Junior Expert 
Scene 1 Scene 2 Scene 3 Scene4 
Figure 1. Average number of correct answers (max=12) participants 
could identify for each scene. 
Scene 2ラF(2，360) = 3.41，pく .05，on Scene 3， F (2， 360)口 46.03，pく .01，and on Scene 
4， F (2，360) = 12.75， pく .01.Ryan's post-hoc test (pく .05)revealed the following 
significant effects: the number of correct answers in Scene 2， intermediate actors > 
novice actors; in Scene 3， novice actors > intermediate actors = junior expert actors; and 
in Scene 4， novice actors = intermediate actors > junior expert actors. 
Further analyses also indicated that simple main effects of scenes on al three 
actors' groups were significant: the simple main effect on novice actors was F (3， 405) = 
20.12，pく .01;on intermediate actors， F(3， 405) = 30.15，pく .01;and on junior expert 
actors， F (3， 405) = 15.20， pく .01.Ryan's post幽hoctest (pく .05)revealed the following 
significant effect; the number of correct answers for novice actors: Scene 4 > Scene 3 > 
Scene 2 = Scene 1; for intermediate actors， Scene 4 > Scene 2 > Scene 1 = Scene 3; and 
for junior expert actors， Scene 4 > the other three scenes. 
To summarize the results concerning scene identification， there were significant 
differences among the three groups of actors in the three scenes except Scene 1. However， 
the differences found were contrary to the first hypothesis. Specifically， inScenes 3 and 
4， the participants found託moredifficult to identify the specific scene for the junior 
expert actors than the novice and internlediate actors. There were also differences among 
the four scenes that were contrary to the second hypothesis. All three groups of actors 
were equally successful in conveying their intention in Scene 4， which contained double 
messages. 
Confidence. Participants evaluated how confident they were in their choice of 
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Scene 1 Scene 2 Scene 3 Scene4 
Figure 2. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how confident 
they were in scene identification. 
scene identification. The average oftheir evaluation scores was calculated for each scene 
and each group of actors， and is shown in Figure 2. 
An analysis ofvariance was used with one between田subjectsfactor (actors' groups) 
and one wi抗thin任1-ト剛刷s
F(2ラ90)= 8.57， pく .01，and Ryan's post-hoc test indicated that participants were more 
confident in their choice when identifying performances of novice and intermediate 
actors than when identifying performances of junior expeli actors (pく .05).The main 
effect of scenes was also significant， F (3， 135) = 22.22， pく .01.Ryan's post-hoc test (p 
く .05)revealed that participants were more confident when identiちringScenes 3 and 4 
than when identi今ingScenes 1 and 2. 
There was also a significant interaction between two factors， F (6， 270) = 12.14， P 
く .01，with further analysis showing that the simple main effects ofthe actors' groups on 
Scene 3 was significant， F (2ラ360)= 38.10，pく .01.Ryan's post畑hoctest (pく .05)
indicated that only in Scene 3， participants were more confident in their choice when 
identifシingperformances ofnovice and intermediate actors than when identifying 
performances of junior expeli actors. 
Further analysis also showed that sitnple lnain effects of scenes on al1 three groups 
of actors were significant: the simple main effect on novice actors was F (3， 405) = 28.72， 
pく .01;on intermediate actors， F (3ラ405)エ 16.65，Pく .01;and on junior expeli actors， F 
(3ラ405)= 7.29， Pく .01.Ryan's post-hoc test (pく .05)revealed the fol1owing significant 
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effect: evaluation scores for performances of novice actors， Scene 3 > Scene 4 > Scene 2 
= Scene 1; for performances of intermediate actors， Scene 3 = Scene 4 > Scene 2 = Scene 
1; for performances of junior expeli actorsラScene4 > Scene 1， and Scene 4 > Scene 3. 
To summarize the results about confidence， differences among the three actors' 
groups were found only in Scene 3. For this scene， participants could judge novice and 
intermediate actors' performances with more confidence than they could junior expert 
actors' performances. In addition， when identiちTingperfonnances ofnovice and 
intermediate actors， participants could judge scenes which contained double messages 
(Scenes 3 and 4) with more confidence than the scenes which had a single message 
(Scenes 1 and 2). 
Reality 01 peljormances. Participants evaluated how real the actors' performances 
were. The average oftheir evaluation scores was calculated for each scene and each 
group of actors， and is shown in Figure 3. 
An analysis of variance was used with one between-subjects factor (groups of 
actors) and one within岨subjectsfactor (scenes). The main effect ofthe actors' groups was 
significant， F (2， 90) = 54.16 pく .01，and Ryan's post岬hoctest indicated that 
performances ofthe junior expeli actors were more realistic than those ofthe 
intermediate actors， and those of intermediate actors were more realistic than those ofthe 
novice actors (pく.05).The main effect of scenes was also significant， F (3， 135) = 61. 70， 
pく .01.Ryan's post同hoctest (pく .05)revealed that performances in Scenes 1 and 2 were 
more realistic than those in Scene 4， and those in Scene 4 were more realistic than those 















Scene 1 Scene 2 Scene 3 Scene4 
Figure 3. Average evaluation scores patiicipants evaluated how realistic 
the actors' performances were. 
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There was also a significant interaction between two factors， F (6，270) = 29.07，p 
く .01，with ftl1iher analysis showing that simple main effects ofthe groups ofactors on 
al four scenes were significant: on Scene 1， F (2， 360) = 19.10， pく .01;on Scene 2ラF(2，
360) = 36.18， pく .01，on Scene 3， F (2， 360) = 75.68， pく .01;on Scene 4， F (2， 360) = 
19.34，pく .01.Ryan's post皿hoctest (pく .05)showed the following significant effects: 
evaluation scores in Scene 1， intermediate actors > novice actors = junior expert actors; 
those in Scene 2， junior expert actors > intermediate actors > novice actors; those in 
Scene 3， junior expert actors > intermediate actors > novice actors; and those in Scene 4， 
junior expert actors > novice actors = intermediate actors. 
Further analysis also showed that simple main effects of scenes on al three ofthe 
groups of actors were significant: the simple main effect on novice actors was F (3， 405) 
= 58.81， pく .01，on intermediate actorsラF(3， 405) = 72.32， pく .01，and on junior expert 
actors， F (3， 405) = 13.52， pく .01.Ryan's post田hoctest (pく .05)revealed the following 
significant effect: evaluation scores for performances of novice actorsラScene1 > Scene 2 
= Scene 4 > Scene 3; those for performances of intermediate actors， Scene 1 > Scene 2 > 
Scene 4 > Scene 3; and those for performances of junior expert actors， Scene 2 > the 
other three scenes. 
To summarize the results concerning the reality of performancesラwefound 
significant differences among the three groups of actors with the perfonnances of junior 
expeli actors being judged as more realistic than those of intermediate and novice actors 
in Scenes 2， 3， and 4 but not Scene 1. Novice and intermediate actors' performances in 
the scenes that contained double messages (Scenes 3 and 4) were less realistic than their 
performances in the scenes that had a single message (Scenes 1 and 2); junior expert 
actors did not exhibit such a tendency. 
Severity 01 pain. Participants evaluated how severe the pain was that the actors 
were expressing. The average oftheir evaluation scores was calculated for each scene 
and each group of actors， and is shown in Figure 4. 
An analysis ofvariance was used with one between帽subjectsfactor (groups of 
actors) and one within帽subjectsfactor (scenes). The main effect ofthe groups of actors 
was not significant， F (2， 90) = 1.96， n.s.， whereas the main effect ofthe scenes was 
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Scene 1 Scene 2 Scene 3 Scene4 
Figure 4. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how severe 
pain actors expressed. 
An analysis ofvariance was used with one between闇subjectsfactor (groups of 
actors) and one within田subjectsfactor (scenes). The main effect ofthe groups of actors 
was not significant， F (2， 90) = 1.96， n.s.， whereas the main effect ofthe scenes was 
significant，F(3， 135)= 174.13ラpく .01，and Ryan's post皿hoctest (pく .05)revealed that 
actors expressed severer pain in Scene 2 than in Scenes 3 and 4ラandnot as we 1in 
Scenes 3 and 4 as in Scene 1. 
There was also a significant interaction between two factors， F (6， 270)ニ 16.29，p 
く .01，with further analysis showing that the simple main effects of actors' groups on a1 
four scenes were significant: on Scene 1， F (2， 360) = 4.31， Pく .05;on Scene 2， F (2， 
360) = 16.00， pく .01;on Scene 3ラF(2，360) = 17.47， pく .01;and on Scene 4， F (2， 360) 
= 6.45， pく .01.Ryan's post田hoctest (pく .05)showed the fo11owing significant effect: 
evaluation scores in Scene 1， junior expert actors > novice actors; those in Scene 2， 
novice actors > junior expert actors = internlediate actors; those in Scene 3， intermediate 
actors > junior expert actors > novice actors; and those in Scene 4， intennediate actors > 
Junlor expert actors. 
Further analysis also showed that the simple main effects ofthe scenes on a1 three 
actors' groups were significant: the simple main effect on novice actors， F (3ラ405)= 
166.88，pく .01;on intermediate actors， F (3， 405) = 127.38ラpく .01;and on junior expert 
actors， F (3， 405) = 96.88， pく .01.Ryan's post田hoctest (pく .05)revealed the fo11owing 
significant effect: evaluation scores for performances of novice actors were in the order 
of Scene 2 > Scene 4 > Scene 3 > Scene 1; those for the performances of intermediate 
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Table 2. Correlations between Evaluation Items in Study 1 
Scene Confidence Reality of Severity of 




Reality of 一 .20* 一 .60**
performances 
Severity of .05 .22* .18* 
pam 
*pく .05，** pく .01
and junior expert actors were Scene 2 > Scene 3 = Scene 4 > Scene 1. 
To summar包ethe results concerning pain severityラwefound that the main effect of 
the groups of actors was not significant， and post四hoctest results for interaction were 
inconsistent among the four scenes. As for the differences among the four scenes， the 
results were consistent: actors in al three groups were better at expressing the severity of 
pain in Scene 2 and most poor1y in Scene 1. 
Correlation between evaluation items. Table 2 shows the correlation coefficients 
between the following evaluation items: scene distinction， confidence， reality of 
performances， and severity of pain. 
Whether participants could discriminate the scene correctly or not showed a strong 
association with their confidence in scene discrimination， and was negatively associated 
with reality ofthe performances. There was a strong negative correlation between 
confidence and reality ofperfornlances， and a negative correlation between reality of 
performances and severity of pain. Confidence was significantly correlated with severity 
ofpain. 
Discussion 
With regard to the communication ofpain severity， actors of al three experience 
levels communicated the severest pain in Scene 2， and the least severe pain in Scene 1. 
This means that none ofthe groups of actors performed inadequately in regard to 
expressing serious pain in Scene 1. 
The first hypothesis ofthis study was that the more experienced actors have， the 
more able they would be to convey their intention to their audience. However， contrary to 
this hypothesis， atleast with respect to scene identification， participants were more 
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accurate when identifying the scenes that novice actors were playing， and were least 
accurate when identifying the scenes that junior expert actors were playing in Scenes 3 
and 4. Also contrary to our prediction， inScenes 1 and 2， the performances by junior 
expert actors were not identified more accurately than those of intermediate and novice 
actors. These findings suggest that the less experience actors have， the more obvious it is 
to audience which scene they are playing， especially， inthe more complex scenes that 
have double messages. This finding was replicated in the analyses concerning confidence 
ratings， with the results suggesting that audience could identiちTscenes ofthe novice and 
intermediate actors with more confidence than those of junior expert actors in Scene 3， 
although in the other three scenes， no significant differences among the three groups of 
actors were identified. Overall， and inconsistent with frst hypothesis， the results indicate 
that in the scenes that have double messagesラtheles s experience actors had， the more 
accurately and the more confidently audience could understand the actors' intentions. In 
the scenes with a single message， there were no differences among the three groups of 
actors. In short， the findings are not consistent with the frst hypothesis. 
The second hypothesis was that audience could more easily understand actorsラ
intentions when watching scenes of a single message， and that it would be more difficult 
to understand actors' intentions in scenes with double lnessages. The study findings were 
also inconsistent with this hypothesis. For the novice actors， participants identified 
Scenes 3 and 4 with more accuracy than in Scenes 1 and 2. Moreover， it was revealed 
that participants could identifシthescene with more confidence in Scenes 3 and 4 than in 
Scenes 1 and 2. 
Why were the results contrary to the study hypotheses? The key to solving this 
question may be related to the reality of performances. In Scenes 1， 3， and 4， 
performances by junior expert actors were evaluated as the most realistic whereas the 
performances ofnovice actors were evaluated as the least so. The reality ofthe novice 
and intermediate actors decreased in their performances in Scenes 3 and 4 in comparison 
with Scenes 1 and 2， whereas junior expert actors did not display such a tendency. It can 
be said that the more experience actors have， the more realistically they can perform， 
e 
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plausible that unrealistic performances are exaggerated ones， making it possible for the 
audience to understand the actors' intentions with ease and confidence. 
In the frst hypothesis， we proposed that the actors with more experience would be 
ちetterable to convey their intentions to the audience. Instead， however， we found that the 
more experience actors have， the more realistically they are able to perform. As a resu1t， 
junior expert actors could not convey the specific scene they are acting in as well as the 
novice and intermediate actors， whose performances were less unrealistic and perhaps 
more exaggerated. The second hypothesis was based on the idea that社wouldbe more 
difficu1t for the audience to understand actors' intentions in the scenes with double 
messages than in those with a single message. However， we found that the reality of 
performances by novice and intermediate decreased in the scenes with double messages; 
consequently， the audience could easily understand their intentions in comparison with 
the scenes with a single lnessage. 
Whyラthen，did the junior expert actors perform in a realistic way at the expense of 
conveying their intentions to the audience? It is plausible that the junior expeli actors 
could perform both in a realistic way and in an unrealistic and exaggerated way， but they 
chose the realistic way because they judged this to be more suitable for the scenes. SOlne 
junior expeli actors actually performed both in a realistic way and in an unrealistic way， 
then selected realistic performances as the best ones企omthree performances they have 
finished. An example ofwhat such an actor (A) said to the experimenter (E) when 
choosing the best performance is as follows. 
E: Which performance was the best? 
A: 1 think the second performance. 
E: The second? 
A: Yes. The命stperformance was funny. 
E: Was itfunny? 
A: It was easily understandable. 
This actor talked as above when he chose his best performance for Scene 3. He judged 
the first performance as easily understandable and funny， and he did not consider this 
understandable performance as the best one. The same actor made the following 
comments when choosing his best performance for Scene 4. 
E: Which was the best performance? 
A: The third performance. 
E: The third? 
A: Yes. The first and the second perfonnances were， what can 1 say， well， too 
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understandable. Yes， they were. They were funny. 
E: You laughed at your performances when watching them， didn't you? 
A: Because 1 understood the intentions too easily. 
Thus， for both Scenes 3 and 4， this actor specifically did not select the performances for 
which he understood the intentions easily as the best performance. 
In Scenes 3 and 4， each character actor had to act in such a way as to deceive the 
co田actor，his or her sister. Iftheir performances were um.ealistic and exaggerated， the 
audience could easily understand that the characters were pretending， aswould the sister 
character. Performances that very obviously conveyed to the audience that the characters 
were pretending would also likely convey to the sister that the actors were pretending; 
such performances would not be suitable for the situation that the character wanted to 
deceive the sister. Although it would be very di伍cultto strike a balance between a 
message to the audience and a message to the co皿actor，junior expert actors might 
manage to do this. To address this issue， we conducted Study 2. 
Study 2 
In playing a scene that features double nlessages， we aSSUlne that an actor must not 
only convey to the audience that the character he or she is acting is pretending， but also 
conceal 企omthe co皿actorthat the character is pretending. This is a very complex task， 
and we therefore predicted that more experienced actors would be more effective than 
less experienced actors in striking the appropriate balance between these two 
communlcahons. 
Method 
Participants. Forty undergraduate and graduate students of a university in Japan 
participated in Study 2. None ofthe Study 2 participants had participated in Study 1. 
Eighteen were male， and twenty-two were female. Their lnean age was 20.4 years old. 
Material. We used 72 videotaped performances :fi.om Study 1， these being the best 
perfonnances of 36 actors for Scenes 3 and 4. We used only scenes that featured double 
messages. 
Procedure. Unlike Study 1， where participants viewed the performances in a group 
setting， the Study 2 participants viewed the performances by themselves， because there 
were differences among the Study 1 participants in the time they needed to evaluate 
performances. Participants watched the performances on a computer screenラand
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evaluated each with respect to four qualities: (1) how successful the character was in 
deceiving his or her sister; (2) how successful the actor was in conveying to the audience 
that the character was pretending; (3) how real the actor 's performance was; and (4) the 
overall quality ofthe actor's performance. They evaluated these four domains on 
seven田pointscales. The order ofthe performances was counter-balanced. 
Results 
Success in deceiving the sister character. Participants evaluated how successful 
the character was in deceiving his or her sister for every performance. The average 
evaluation scores are presented in Figure 5. 
An analysis ofvariance was used with one between四subjectsfactor， actors' groups 
(novice， intermediate， and junior expert)， and one within四subjectsfactor， scenes (Scenes 
3 and 4). The main effect ofactors' groups was significant， F(2， 74) = 99.84，pく .01，
and Ryan's post-hoc test indicated that intermediate actors were more successful than 
novice actors， and junior expert actors were more success釦1than intermediate actors in 
deceiving the sister (pく.05).The main effect of scenes was also significant， F (1，37)ニ
5.87，pく .05.The results from Ryan's post-hoc test (pく .05)suggested that the actors 
were more successful in Scene 3 than in Scene 4 in deceiving the sister. 
There was a significant interaction between two factors， F (2，74) = 20.56，pく .01，
with futiher analysis showing that the simple main effects of actors' groups both on 
















Scene 3 Scene4 
Figure 5. Average evaluation scores patiicipants evaluated how 
successful the characters were in deceiving their sisters. 
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significant. Ryan's post-hoc test (pく .05)revealed the fol1owing significant effects: the 
evaluation scores in Scene 3， novice actorsく intermediateactorsくjuniorexpert actors; 
and in Scene 4， novice actors = intermediate actorsくjuniorexpert actors. 
Further analysis also showed that simple main effects of scenes on al three actors' 
groups were statistical1y significant: the simp le main effect on novice actors， F (1， 111) 
=5.94， pく .05ラonintermediate actors， F (1， 111) = 18.68， pく .01，and on junior expert 
actors， F (1， 111) = 12.51， Pく .01.The results from Ryan's post四hoctest (pく .05)
revealed the fol1owing significant effects: the evaluation scores for novice actors， Scene 
3く Scene4; and for intermediate and junior expert actors， Scene 4く Scene3. 
Success in conveying pretence to the audience. Participants evaluated for every 
performance how successお1the actor was in conveying to the audience that the character 
was pretending. The average evaluation scores are presented in Figure 6. 
An analysis of variance was used with one between幽subjectsfactor， actors' groups 
(novice， intermediate， and junior expert)， and one within四su当jectsfactor， scenes (Scenes 
3 and 4). The main effect of actors' groups was significant， F (2， 74) = 39.55， pく .01，
and Ryan's post-hoc test indicated that novice and intermediate actors were more 
successful than junior expert actors in conveying pretence to the audience (pく .05).The 
main effect of scenes was also significant， F (1，37) = 10.77， pく .01.The results fi:om 
Ryan's post田hoctest (pく .05)indicated that the actors were more successful in Scene 4 














Scene 3 Scene4 
Figure 6. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how successful 
the actors were in conveying to the audience that the characters 
were deceiving their sister. 
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There was also a significant interaction between two factorsラ F(2，74) = 4.89， p 
く .05，with further analysis indicating that the simple main effects of actors' groups both 
on Scene 3， F (2， 148) = 31.03， pく .01，and on Scene 4， F (2， 148) = 12.72， pく .01，were 
significant. Ryan's post-hoc test (pく .05)revealed the following significant effect: the 
evaluation scores in Scene 3， junior expert actorsく intermediateactorsくnoviceactors; 
and in Scene 4， junior expert actorsく noviceactorsニ intermediateactors. 
Further analysis also showed that the simple main effects of scenes on intermediate 
and junior expert actors were significant. The simple main effect on intermediate actors 
was F ( 1， 111)ニ 11.35，pく .01，and on junior expert actors， F (1， 111)ニ 13.87，pく .01.
Ryan's post田hoctest (pく .05)revealed that intermediate and junior expert actors were 
more successful in Scene 4 than in Scene 3 in conveying pretence to the audience. 
Reality 01 peゆrmances.The average ratings ofreality ofactors' performances are 
presented in Figure 7. 
An analysis ofvariance， with actors' groups (novice， intermediate， and junior 
expert) as a between四subjectfactor and scenes (Scenes 3 and 4) as a within田subjectfactor， 
yielded the significant main effect of actors' groups， F (2ラ74)= 116.65， pく .01.Ryan's 
post-hoc test indicated that the performances of intermediate actors were more realistic 
than those of novice actors， and those of junior expert actors were nlore realistic than 
those of intermediate actors (pく .05).The main effect of scenes was also significant， F 
(1，37) = 62.45， pく.01.Ryan's post-hoc test (pく .05)results indicated that the 
















Scene 3 Scene4 
Figure 7. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how realistic 
the actors' performances were. 
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There was also a significant interaction between two白ctors，F (2，74) = 18.92， p
く .01，with further analysis showing that the simple main effects of actors' groups both 
on Scene 3， F (2， 148) = 105.60， pく .01，and on Scene 4， F (2ラ148)= 26.43ラpく .01，
were significant. Ryan's post田hoctest (pく .05)revealed the following significant effects: 
the evaluation scores in Scene 3ラnoviceactorsくintermediateactorsくjuniorexpert 
actors; and in Scene 4， novice actors = intermediate actorsくjuniorexpert actors. 
Further analysis also showed that simple main effects of scenes on novice and 
intermediate actors were significant: the simple main effect on novice actors was F (1， 
111) = 93.00，pく .01，and on intermediate actors， F(1， 111) = 11.52ラpく .01.Ryan's 
post幽hoctest (pく .05)revealed that performances ofboth novice and intermediate actors 
were more realistic in Scene 4 than in Scene 3. 
Quality ofperformances. The averages ofthe participants' ratings ofthe quality of 
the actors' performances are shown in Figure 8. 
An analysis ofvariance with one between皿subjectsfactor， actors' groups (novice， 
intermediate， and junior expert)， and one within-subjects factor， scenes (Scenes 3 and 4) 
yielded a significant main effect of actors' groups， F (2ラブ4)= 72.80，pく.01.Ryan's 
post-hoc test indicated that the performances of intennediate actors were better than 
those of novice actors， and those of junior expert actors were better than those of 
intermediate actors (pく .05).The main effect of scenes was also significant， F (1，37) = 
19.72， Pく .01.The results from Ryan's post四hoctest (pく .05)suggested that the actors 














Scene 3 Scene4 
Figure 8. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how good 
the actors' performances were. 
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Table 3. Correlations between Evaluation ltems in Study 2 










in deceiving conveylng performance 
一 .88**
.78** 一 .67**
.80** -.54** .88** 
Quality of 
performance 
There was a significant interaction between two factors， F (2，74) = 18.92， pく .01，
with further analysis showing significant simple main effects for actors' groups on Scene 
3， F (2， 148) = 82.16， pく.01，and on Scene 4ラF(2， 148) = 11.49ラpく .01.Ryan's 
post寸10Ctest (pく .05)revealed the following significant effects: the evaluation scores in 
Scene 3， novice actorsく intermediateactorsくjuniorexpert actors; and in Scene 4， 
novice actors = intermediate actorsくjuniorexpert actors. 
Further analysis also indicated that the simple main effect of scenes on novice 
actors was significant， F (1ラ 111)= 53.77ラpく .01.Ryan 'spost四hoctest (pく .05)1'evealed 
that novice acto1's' perfo1'mances were better in Scene 4 than in Scene 3. 
COlγelations between evaluαtion items. Table 3 shows the correlation coefficients 
between the following evaluation items: success in deceiving the siste1'， success in 
conveying pretence to the audience， 1'eality of pe1'formances， and quality of 
pe1'fo1'mances. 
Whether actors succeeded in conveying to the audience that the cha1'acter was 
p1'etending has a strong negative association with the other three evaluation items. The 
other three items showed strong positive correlations with each othe1'. 
Discussion 
The results of correlations between evaluation items revealed that ifthe audience 
could easily understand that the character was p1'etending to deceive his or her sister， the 
pa1iicipants also thought that the sister would also easily notice this intended deception. 
In Scenes 3 and 4， the actors had to play the role of a character who wanted to deceive 
his 01' her sister; therefore， performances in which the sister would easily detect this 
deception were inadequate for these scenes. For that 1'eason， the success in conveying 
pretence to the audience might have a strong negative cor1'elation with the reality of 
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performances and goodness of performances. In other words， the more easi1y the 
audience can understand that the character is pretending something， the less realistic and 
the lower the performance is evaluated. 
Novice actors might take only the audience into account as a receiver oftheir 
message， and might be so conscious of the audience that the audience could easily 
understand that the characters they were playing were pretending to deceive his or her 
sister. However， such performances are not suitable for the scenes that contain double 
messages， and were evaluated as both unrealistic and having less quality. On the other 
hand， junior expert actors can pay attention to both the audience and the co四actoras 
receivers oftheir messages， and can effectively convey to the audience that the character 
they are playing is trying to deceive his or her sister. That is， they are able to strike a 
balance between the message to the audience and the message to the co田actor;therefore， 
their performances were evaluated as more realistic and better than those of the less 
experienced actors. In the scenes that contained double messages， itis very impo11ant to 
strike a balance between a message to the audience and a message to the co四actoron the 
stage; something novice actors are less able to manage. 
In the results of al four evaluation items， evaluation scores for intermediate actors 
did not differ from those of novice actors in Scene 4， whereas al three acting groups 
differed from each other in Scene 3. In terms of quality ofperformance， intermediate and 
junior expe11 actors in Scene 3 were evaluated as good as in Scene 4. On the other hand， 
novice actors were evaluated more highly in Scene 4 than in Scene 3. It is plausible that 
novice actors could perform Scene 4 better than Scene 3， aswell as intermediate actors 
perfonned Scene 4; therefore， novice and intermediate actors did not differ in al 
evaluation items in Scene 4. 
General Discussion 
Contrary to the Study 1 hypotheses， novice actors were rated as doing better than 
junior expert actors in conveying their intentions to the audience in the scenes that had 
double messages. This might be due to the fact that junior expert actors considered社
unsuitable to reveal that the characters they were acting were pretending. In the scenes 
with double messages， there are two types of receivers of actors' messages: the audience 
and the co田actor.Therefore， ifactors are very 0 bvious in showing that the character is 
trying to deceive the co四actor，not only the audience， but also the co田actorcan notice their 
deception with ease. 
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Novice actors were so conscious about the audience that their performances may 
have been very exaggerated， lnaking it easy for the audience to understand their 
intentions. However， inthis situation， the co四actorwould also easily find out what the 
actors were experiencing. Such exaggerated performances are unsuitable for these scenes 
with double messages， and evaluated in Study 2 as um'ealistic and as being not as good as 
the performances ofthe more experienced actors. On the other handラjuniorexpert actors 
appeared to strike a balance between a message to the audience and a message to the 
co四actor，and as a result， the audience was less able to understand their intentions in 
comparison with the case of novice and intermediate actors， but they could deceive the 
co-actor better than novice and intermediate actors. Such performances were suitable for 
the scenes， and were evaluated as both realistic and good. 
Some of the junior expert actors performed in an exaggerated way once in three 
acting sessions， and it is indeed plausible that they can perform both in a realistic way 
and an exaggerated way. For example， ina slapstick comedy， junior expeli actors would 
perform in an exaggerated and unrealistic way. Thus， more experienced actors are able to 
adapt their acting manner according to the needs ofthe individual scene. 
In many areas ofhuman performance， 'flexibility' is one ofthe main 
characteristics of experts (Feltovich， Spiro， & Coulson， 1997). Expeli baseball hitters， for 
exalnpleラcanadapt to many different kinds of pitches， thrown from different angles， and 
at different speeds， whereas novice hitters lnight not be able to hit curve balls. In addition， 
some previous studies have revealed that experts consider more information in 
circumstances in order to decide the註actionthan novices do. McPerson & Thomas 
(1989) compared novice and expeli players也tennisラandfound that expeli players 
decided how to hit the ball with considering many things; position ofthemselves， 
position of opponents， the level of opponents， and so on. Along these lines， experienced 
actors might consider more information than less experiences actors， and adapt their 
acting to the needs of each specific scene. In order to be a successful actor，社 isimpoliant 
to take not only the audience but also the situations on stage into account， and change the 
acting manner according to what is needed in the scene. 
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